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Abstract 
The present study examined the association between neuroticism，social problem-
solving, stressful daily events, and daily mood within an integrated theoretical 
framework. It was hypothesized that neuroticism contributes to higher levels of daily 
negative mood, increases exposure to stressfol daily events, and heightens mood 
reactivity to stressful events. In addition, it was hypothesized that neuroticism leads 
to higher exposure and reactivity to stress because neurotic individuals possess 
poorer social problem-solving. Forty-three university students completed daily 
diaries measuring daily mood and stressful daily events every day for 21 consecutive 
days. Results based on hierarchical linear modeling supported only the reactivity 
effect but not the other effects of neuroticism on daily mood. Contrary to the 
hypothesis, social problem-solving was neither related to the amount of stressful 
daily events nor daily mood. Based on the present findings, it is shown that 
individuals high in neuroticism tend to experience more daily negative mood when 
they are confronted with stressful daily events. It is also suggested that the construct 
of social problem-solving have to be clarified before it could be studied meaningfully. 
Moreover, methodological implications of the present study concerning the daily 
diary approach were discussed. 
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摘 要 
這項塚丨究音在透過一個整合理論架構，以探 1寸神經質、社會問題角军 
決 、 具 屋 力 的 日 常 生 活 事 件 、 及 日 常 情 緒 的 關 係 ° 研 究 假 設 神 經 質 
引 致 較 高 程 度 的 日 常 負 面 情 緒 、 增 加 具 壓 力 的 日 常 生 活 事 件 、 並 提 




記 式 問 卷 。 藉 著 「 層 級 線 性 模 型 」 統 計 分 析 法 ， 研 究 結 杲 支 持 神 質 
經 質 引 致 對 壓 力 有 較 大 情 緒 反 應 的 假 設 ， 但 不 支 持 有 關 神 經 質 的 作 
用 的 其 他 假 設 。 另 外 ， 研 究 結 果 亦 顯 示 社 會 問 題 解 決 與 具 壓 力 的 日 
常 生 活 事 件 的 多 寡 、 以 及 日 常 情 緒 的 程 度 皆 沒 有 關 係 ° 這 項 研 究 反 
映 出 ， 對 於 神 經 質 較 高 的 人 士 而 言 ， 具 壓 力 的 日 常 生 活 事 件 可 引 起 
更 多 日 常 負 面 情 緒 。 這 研 究 亦 指 出 ， 「 社 會 問 題 解 決 」 的 概 念 及 測 
量 有 久 要 被 進 一 步 釐 清 ， 才 能 道 行 有 效 的 研 究 。 最 误 ， 本 文 亦 就 這 
項 研 究 對 於 日 記 式 研 究 方 法 的 方 法 學 意 義 作 出 討 論 。 
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The Effects ofNeuroticism, Social problem-solving, and Stressful Daily 
Events on Daily Mood 
What makes us experience a good mood and what makes us experience a bad 
mood in ordinary daily life? Most people may observe that our mood generally 
worsens when stressful events occur, and individuals seem to differ systematically in 
subjective experience of mood. However, the actual extent to which stressful events 
affect daily mood and the specific roles of individual differences in influencing daily 
mood ought to be studied empirically. Because mood contributes to subjective well-
being (Emmons & Diener, 1985), and was found to be associated with physical 
health (Stone, Marco, Cruise, Cox, & Neale, 1996; Watson, 1988)，searching for the 
determinants of daily mood may provide useful information to the promotion of 
subjective-well being and prevention ofillness. 
Separate lines of research have attempted to explain what determinants daily 
mood. Personality theorists suggest that individuals differ in how intensely their 
mood react to stressful events, and the individual differences in reactivity is 
attributable to enduring personality traits, such as neuroticism or trait negative 
affectivity (e.g. Watson, 1988). Literature in the clinical field, on the other hand, 
suggests that people's mood response to stressful daily events is a result of their 
problem-solving efforts. These two explanations of individual differences in daily 
mood experiences are not mutually exclusive; however, how do they fit together to 
explain daily mood? Are personality traits more important than coping efforts in 
influencing daily mood, or vice versa? Or do they interact to determine daily mood? 
The present research thus attempts to use a diary methodology and multilevel 
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statistical modeling to investigate how neuroticism, social problem-solving, and 
stressful daily events predict daily mood within an integrated model. 
Effects of Daily events 
In general, the occurrence of stressful or undesirable events was consistently 
found to be associated with increased negative mood, but was only mildly related to 
positive mood in daily life. For instance, in a daily diary study, Bolger, DeLongis, 
Kessler, and Schilling (1989) had subjects checked the occurrence of stressful events 
and their mood during the day every day for 42 consecutive days. In order to control 
the dependency of mood scores within individuals, a residual mood score was 
computed for each daily observation by subtracting the individual's mean from the 
observed mood score. This score was than regressed on occurrence of stressful daily 
events. Bolger et al. found that the occurrence of stressful events explained 
approximately 20% of within-person variance of same-day negative mood, with 
stressful events predicted a higher level of daily negative mood. David, Green, 
Martin, and Suls (1997) employed a similar methodology and analyzed the diary data 
with a hierarchical regression procedure with dummy subject vectors. They found 
that daily events, including those judged as undesirable or desirable, accounted for 
11 % of daily negative mood variance, and that undesirable events were much more 
predictive of negative mood than desirable events. Using multilevel modeling 
analysis, Suls, Green, and Hillis (1998) and Suls, Martin, and David (1998) also 
found that stressful daily events significantly predicted increased daily negative 
mood. Concerning daily positive mood, its association with stressful daily events 
seems to be modest. In particular, in the study ofDavid et al. (1997), undesirable and 
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desirable daily events together accounted for only 7% of the variance of daily 
positive mood; also, the size of the effect of undesirable events on positive mood was 
merely half of that on negative mood. In a study using the experience sampling 
methodology, van Eck, Nicolson, and Berkhof (1998) made a comparison based on 
standardized regression coefficients，and found that current events had a larger effect 
on negative mood than on positive mood, although both effects reached statistically 
significant level. 
The effects of daily events on mood surely are not restricted to the occurrence 
of events, the perception and appraisal of events also play a role. Stone, Neale, and 
Shiffman (1993) made the distinction between "event stress" and "perceived stress". 
Event stress refers to the stress implicated by the objective occurrence of problems, 
whereas perceived stress refers to the respondent's subjective level of stress arising 
from the problems�Stone t aL commented that appraisal of stress was conceptually 
indistinct from negative affect, whereas event occurrence suffered less from this 
problem; therefore both perceived and event stress were related to negative mood, 
but only event stress (the occurrence of events) was related to positive mood. 
Findings from past studies generally supported this notion. As stated above, the 
occurrence of stressful or undesirable events was consistently associated with 
negative mood (e.g. Bolger et al., 1989; David et aL, 1997) and modestly with 
positive mood (David et aL, 1997; van Eck et aL, 1998). In a study by Watson (1988), 
perceived level of stress due to hassles or demands on a particular day was associated 
with same-day negative mood but not with same-day positive mood. However, it 
must be noted that measures of event occurrence are often confounded with 
subjective stress appraisal. In most studies respondents were asked to check on 
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whether a particular undesirable or stressful event had occurred, hence by checking 
on the item respondent must had perceived the event as stressful. In other words such 
measures of event occurrence are not independent of perceived stress. It is important 
to determine whether the occurrence of stressful events has an effect on daily mood 
in its own right once the influence of stress appraisal is removed. In a study by Van 
Eck et al. (1998), the relative impact of event occurrence and self-appraisal of event 
unpleasantness on daily mood was tested with multilevel models; they found that 
after controlling for event occurrence, perceived event unpleasantness predicted both 
daily negative affect and daily positive affect. Although event unpleasantness is not 
equivalent to event stressfulness, the findings of van Eck et al. provided an indirect 
evidence suggesting that event occurrence and perceived stress level are playing 
distinct roles in influencing mood in daily life and should be treated as different 
factors. 
It should be noted that even if stressful daily events are found to be associated 
with daily negative mood, the association does not necessarily mean that daily events 
cause worsening in mood. There are at least two alternative explanations, one is that 
the experience of negative mood causes respondents to over-report stressful events, 
the other is that high levels of negative mood early in the day increase the likelihood 
of experiencing more stressful events. The causal role of stressful daily events on 
mood can be tested by examining whether stressful events have a lag effect on later 
mood. Within the context of diary research, it appears that the negative mood effect 
of daily events does not persist beyond a day. Stone et al. (1993) reviewed the lag 
effects of stressful events on mood. None of the studies they reviewed showed any 
effect of daily events on next-day mood. In another study, Afflect, Tennen, Urrows, 
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and Higgins (1994) controlled for the effect of day of the week, the effect of day of 
monitoring, and autocorrelation with previous day mood, they found that undesirable 
events predicted only same-day mood but not next-day mood. Stone and Neale (1984) 
suspected that it might be due to the possibility that daily stressors were often small 
events with an effect too short-lived to be detected. However, in their study of more 
severe daily events, the lag effect on next-day mood (either positive mood or 
negative mood) still failed to occur. Interestingly, DeLongis, Folkman, and Lazams 
(1988) found that participants tended to report improvement in mood (rated in a 
bipolar format) following a stressful day than the other days, and most of the 
participants reported higher levels ofhassles were associated with better mood on the 
day followed. Probably there is a rebound effect of stressful events on mood. 
However, it is also possible that after a stressful day, respondents' mood returned to 
their baselines as the stress effect ceased, whereas after a non-stressful day their 
mood remained at the same level. Therefore the comparison between mood states 
after stressful days versus non-stressful days showed a mood improvement after the 
stressful days. Although no next-day effect of events was found, the study of Marco 
and Suls (1993) shows that the impact of stressful events on mood persisted for some 
time during the day. In their study, subjects reported their current problem occurrence 
and mood 8 times a day for 8 days. They found that occurrence of a problem 
significantly predicted negative mood in the next recording time, but when data of 
the same day were aggregated, problem occurrence on a particular day did not 
predict negative mood on the next day. The results suggest that stressful daily events 
do have a causal effect on later negative dmood, but the effect does not carry over to 
the next day. 
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Effects ofNeuroticism 
It is quite clear that the relationship between stressful daily events and daily 
mood differs across individuals. Afflect et al. (1994) did a series of within-subject 
analyses examining how well undesirable daily events predicted negative mood for 
each individual, and found that significant individual difference existed in the 
strength of relationship. DeLongis et al. (1988) estimated that the within-subject 
correlations between hassles and same-day mood ranged from .44 to -.70, with some 
oftheir participants showed increased negative mood with higher hassles whereas the 
other showed negligible or positive relationship between hassle and negative mood. 
Reasonably such difference in the strength of relationship is attributed to 
individual differences variables, such as personality traits. In the personality 
literature, neuroticism has received extensive attention in the study of daily mood 
and daily stress process. Neuroticism could be associated with daily mood in three 
ways (Bolger & Schilling，1991; Bolger, & Zuckerman, 1995). Firstly, neuroticism 
was found to be associated with higher baseline negative mood; i.e., even in the 
absence of events, neuroticism is associated with more negative mood. This 
relationship can be called as the direct effect. Evidence shows that neuroticism was 
associated with daily negative mood in diary studies (David et al，1997; Suls, Green, 
& Hillis, 1998; Suls, Martin, & David, 1998; Velting & Liebert, 1997). For instance, 
David et al. (1997) and Suls, Martin, and David (1998) measured neuroticism with 
the NEO-PI and daily mood with the Mood Adjective Checklist，and found that high 
neuroticism predicted higher mean scores of day-to-day negative mood. Suls, Green, 
and Hillis (1998) used the same measure of neuroticism and found an association 
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between neuroticism and higher daily negative mood in multilevel analysis. Similar 
results were obtained when neuroticism was measure with EPI rather than NEO-PI 
(Marco & Suls, 1993). The relationship between neuroticism and daily positive mood 
is much weaker. David et al. (1997) found that an effect of neuroticism on daily 
positive mood existed, with higher neuroticism related to lower positive mood, but 
its size of effect was smaller than on negative affect. 
Secondly, neuroticism is associated with daily mood because neurotic 
individuals are exposed to more stressful events in their daily lives. Bolger & 
Schilling (1991) referred to this effect as the exposure effect. There are reports that 
neuroticism was associated with more frequent stressful daily events (Diener, Larsen, 
& Emmons, 1984; Emmons, Diener, & Larsen，1986). The strength of association 
was not small; for example, Afflect et al. (1994) found that neuroticism 
correlated .44 with The Daily Life Experience Checklist (DLE; Stone & Neale, 
1982), a measure of undesirable daily events. The higher frequency of stressful daily 
events among neurotic individuals is probably because that their behaviors are likely 
to cause stressM situations, or that they fail to prevent problems from happening. As 
stressful daily events predict worsened daily mood, neurotic individuals who are 
exposed to more stressful daily events tend to experience more negative mood and 
less positive mood. Bolger and Schilling (1991) have tested the exposure effect of 
neuroticism, they found that daily stress exposure explained about 14% of the 
difference between high- versus low-neuroticism participants' daily negative mood. 
In a subsequent study, Bolger and Zuckerman (1995) found that low-neuroticism 
participants on average reported a proportion of .25 interpersonal conflicts across 14 
days of diary assessment, whereas high-neuroticism participants reported a 
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proportion of .41 interpersonal conflicts. The difference (a proportion of .16) was 
statistically significant, showing that individuals relatively higher in neuroticism are 
more frequently exposed to stressful events. 
Thirdly, it has been suggested that neuroticism has a moderating effect on stress 
reactivity, it increases the intensity of negative mood in response to stressful events. 
In other words, stressful daily events have a stronger impact on mood among 
neurotic than non-neurotic individuals. Bolger and his colleagues referred it as the 
reactivity effect and have confirmed its existence in their studies (Bolger & Schilling, 
1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). Other studies also support the reactivity 
explanation of neuroticism-mood relationship; for instance, in diary studies, 
neuroticism was found to moderate the effect of both occurrence (Marco & Suls, 
1993; Suls, Green, & Hillis, 1998)，and frequency (Suls, Martin, & David, 1998) of 
stressful events on daily negative mood. There is also evidence that does not support 
the reactivity effect. In particular, by means of within-subject analyses on diary data, 
Afflect et al. (1994) computed for each individual a regression coefficient of 
undesirable daily events for predicting negative mood, and found that this coefficient 
was not correlated with neuroticism. It seems to show that neuroticism is unrelated to 
the strength of relationship between events and negative mood. However, the lack of 
moderating effect found in the study of Afflect et al. may due to their use of 
traditional regression analysis which does not distinguish between between-subject 
and within-subject variance. Differential mood reactivity to the stressful events due 
to neuroticism also exists in influencing daily positive mood, as shown in the study 
of Larsen and Ketelaar (1991). In their study, mood-induction experimental 
procedure was used, neurotic participants' level of positive mood did not differ from 
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non-neurotic participants in a neutral condition, but they did show lower positive 
mood in a positive-mood-induction condition and higher positive mood in a 
negative-mood-induction condition compared to their non-neurotic counterparts. 
Probably, neurotic individuals are less reactive to external stimuli in terms of their 
state positive mood. 
In summary, evidence shows that neuroticism has an impact on daily negative 
mood by determining an individual's base level of negative mood, by increasing the 
possibility of encountering stressful situations, and by raising an individual's 
intensity of emotionally reacting to stressful events. Bolger and his colleagues have 
tested the relative importance of the three paths through which neuroticism leads to 
daily negative affect. In one study, Bolger and Shilling (1991) found that 14% and 
29% of the difference in daily negative mood between high- and low-neuroticism 
participants were explained by the exposure and reactivity effect respectively, 
showing that reactivity to stress is more important than exposure to stress in causing 
negative mood. The largest proportion (more than half) of the difference between 
high- and low-neuroticism group's daily negative mood was unrelated to stressful 
daily events. In another study, Bolger and Zuckerman (1995) estimated the size of 
exposure effect by mathematically equating high-neuroticism group with low-
neuroticism group on events exposure, and the size of reactivity effect by equating 
both groups on reactivity to events. By equating the level of exposure (while 
reactivity remains the same), the change in negative mood reflects the strength of 
unique exposure effect. Similarly, by equating the level of reactivity (while exposure 
remains the same), the change in negative mood reflects the strength of unique 
reactivity effect. Consistent with Bolger and Schilling (1991), the results show that 
the strength of reactivity was more than twice to that of exposure. Bolger and his 
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colleagues tested only the influence on negative mood but not positive mood. In fact, 
existing evidence on the influence of neuroticism on daily positive mood is little, and 
the findings are by no means consistent enough to draw any conclusive comment. 
Effects of Social problem-solving 
Another line of research concerning the daily stress process focuses on the role 
of coping as an individual level factors influencing mood reaction to stressful events. 
According to Lazarus and Folkman (1984), coping was defined as the cognitive and 
behavioral activities by which a person attempts to manage a stressful situation. Two 
general forms of coping have been identified: problem-focused coping and 
emotional-focused coping. In contrast to Lazarus and Folkman, Nezu and D'Zurilla 
(1989) introduced another concept called social problem-solving and conceived it as 
“a general copingprocess by which a person attempts to identify, discover, or invent 
a solution, or adaptive coping response, for a particular life situation. As such, 
solutions might involve either active attempts to change the problematic nature ofthe 
situation, one's emotional reaction to it, or both” (pp.292). In Nezu and D'Zurilla's 
conceptual framework, social problem-solving is not equivalent to problem-focused 
coping; instead, social problem-solving is a global construct which includes the 
attempts (either problem-focused or emotional-focused) to deal with the problems as 
well as the performance of coping efforts (see also Nezu, 1987). 
Nezu and D'Zurilla (1989) formulated a social problem-solving model which is 
originally attempted to delineate how long-term emotional distress (e.g. depression 
and anxiety) is resulted from the dynamic interplay between social problem-solving. 
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daily problems, and mood response in a daily stress process. By social problem-
solving, Nezu and D'Zurilla refer to the coping of problems in daily life. The model 
suggested that poor social problem-solving interacts with daily problems to cause 
worsening of daily mood, and contributes to the development of clinical emotional 
disorders in the long run. According to the model, there are two ways social 
problem-solving influences daily mood experience: 1) when confronted with 
stressful daily events, individuals with effective social problem-solving are more 
capable of warding off negative mood and promoting positive mood; 2) the positive 
mood outcome due to frequent successful coping may then reduce the number and / 
or severity of daily problems. According to this model, the role of social problem-
solving on daily mood is similar to neuroticism in that poor social problem-solving 
increases an individual's reactivity to everyday problems, and that it causes the 
individual to be exposed to more stressful events, thus increasing the likelihood of 
experience worsening of mood. Recent work on social problem-solving generally 
distinguished its two components: problem orientation and problem-solving skills 
(D'Zurilla & Nezu，1990). Problem orientation is a motivational component in the 
social problem-solving process. It functions to ward of negative mood and elevate 
positive mood, and motivate a person toward solving problems. The problem-solving 
skills component involves cognitive and behavioral strategies used to define problem, 
generate alternatives, implement solution, and monitor outcomes. Based on this 
conceptualization, problem orientation is expected to be more related to negative and 
positive mood than problem-solving skills. 
There is evidence showing that coping efforts are related to mood reaction to 
stress in daily life. Stone et al. (1993) reported a study exploring the impact of coping 
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with everyday stressful events on same-day mood. They employed a within-subject 
pooled regression analysis, after controlling for event stressfolness, coping styles 
significantly predicted both negative and positive mood. It is not clear, however, 
whether such effect reveals a moderating effect or effects unrelated to stressful 
events. Much less research has tested rigorously the dynamic daily mood process as 
stated by the social problem-solving model. Most previous studies tested the social 
problem-solving model by examining the concurrent relationship between social 
problem-solving and negative and positive affect. The results generally showed that 
poor social problem-solving was associated with more negative affect and less 
positive affect (Elliott, Herrick, MacNair, & Harkins, 1994; Elliot, Sherwin, Harkins, 
& Marmaros]ti, 1995; Elliot, Shewchuk, Richeson, Pickelman, & Franklin, 1996). 
Poor social problem-solving was also found to be associated with a higher frequency 
of reported daily problems during the past two months (Kant, D'Zurilla, & Maydeu-
Olivares, 1997). Nevertheless, these studies were cross-sectional in nature and 
assessed general negative and positive affect instead of daily mood state. Therefore, 
whether the social problem-solving model is a valid account of the role of social 
problem-solving on influencing daily mood still needs further verification. 
Integrating the Effects ofNeuroticism and Social Problem-Solving 
Although the neuroticism and problem-solving explanation of stress-mood 
relationship were proposed in two different lines of research, these two explanations 
are by no means mutually exclusive. For one thing, neuroticism and social problem-
solving are referring to two different levels of individual differences. In brief, 
neuroticism describes stable trait mainly reflecting chronic negative affectivity, while 
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social problem-solving corresponds to cognitive-behavioral strategies targeted at a 
particular life problem. For another, neuroticism and social problem-solving are 
closely linked. Conceptually, neuroticism is characterized by negativistic appraisal of 
environments; i.e. neurotic individuals tend to interpret problems as more stressful 
and threatening. Also, neurotic individuals are more easily upset by stressful events, 
so they are more emotionally disturbed to cope effectively (Watson & Clark，1984). 
Empirically, neuroticism was consistently found to be correlated with the Problem-
solving Inventory (PSI; Heppner & Pettersen, 1982), a commonly used measure of 
social problem-solving (Elliot et al., 1994; Watson & Hubbard, 1996). As 
neuroticism and social problem-solving represent two different but related 
psychological processes, and both constructs are associated with daily mood, 
integrating them into a single framework may provide a clearer understanding of 
stress and mood in daily life. 
A possible way in which neuroticism and social problem-solving are linked in 
the daily stress process is that social problem-solving mediates the exposure and 
reactivity effect of neuroticism in influencing daily mood. In other words, as neurotic 
individuals possess poorer social problem-solving (Elliot et al.，1994; Watson & 
Hubbard, 1996), they are ineffective in dealing with stressful daily events. Negative 
problem-solving outcome is hence likely to occur; consequently those neurotic 
individuals would experience more negative mood and less positive mood. Their 
ineffective coping also leads to failure in avoiding further problems or initiation of 
further problems; therefore, the neurotic individuals become more exposed to 
stressful daily events, and are more prone to worsening of daily mood. Bolger (1990) 
has tested a similar model, in which the reactivity effect of neuroticism on mood was 
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hypothesized to be mediated by coping styles. He used a medical school entrance 
examination as a stressor to test whether neuroticism predicted coping patterns over 
time，and whether the influence of neuroticism on coping accounted for increase in 
anxiety before the entrance examination. Individuals with varying levels of 
neuroticism displayed different patterns of coping, with more neurotic individuals 
showing more maladaptive coping. In addition, level of neuroticism predicted coping 
at later times. Whether differential coping accounts for the effect of neuroticism on 
anxiety change is less conclusive. A path analysis reveals that only wishful thinking 
but not the other coping styles showed mediation on the relationship between 
neuroticism and anxiety change due to the entrance examination, and such mediation 
effect accounted for only 11% of the total relationship. The results suggested that 
coping styles mediated the effect of neuroticism on daily anxious mood, a 
relationship similar to that between neuroticism and social problem-solving as 
proposed above. However, in Bolger's study (1990) coping was measured based on 
Lazams and Folkman's (1984) conceptualization rather than the social problem-
solving model, it is not clear if his findings on coping can be generalized to social 
problem-solving. 
The present study tested an integrated model delineating the relationship 
between neuroticism, social problem-solving, stressful daily events, and daily mood. 
The integrated model is illustrated in Figure 1. In the model, neuroticism has an 
impact on daily mood in three ways: it directly influences the baseline daily mood 
levels (direct effect), changes the amount of exposure to stressful daily events 
(exposure effect), and alters the effect of stressful daily events on daily mood 
(reactivity effect). 
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Figure 1. An integrated model of neuroticism, social problem-solving, stressful daily 
events, and daily mood. 
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The exposure effect and reactivity effect of neuroticism is mediated by social 
problem-solving. That is, social problem-solving mediate the path between 
neuroticism and stressful daily events, and that between neuroticism and the effect of 
stressful daily events on daily mood. The model postulates that individuals with 
higher neuroticism tend to possess poorer social problem-solving, they are less 
effective in dealing with stressful daily events. Consequently their mood worsens 
more easily when stressful daily events occur. The poorer social problem-solving 
also made the neurotic individuals less competent in avoiding the occurrence of 
stressful daily events, as a result happening of stressful daily events becomes more 
likely, and in tums leads to worsening of daily mood. As neuroticism represents trait 
negative affectivity, it should also have a direct influence on daily mood irrespective 
of stressful daily events. The direct effect is not mediated by social problem-solving, 
it is because social problem-solving reflects an event-related coping process, and 
should have an effect only when it interacts with stressful daily events. 
The present study hence attempts to test the relationship between neuroticism, 
social problem-solving, stressful daily events, and daily mood in the integrated 
framework described above. A daily diary methodology was employed. With this 
methodology, participants fill in a daily assessment questionnaire, which is referred 
to as the daily diary, everyday for a certain period of days. The daily diary used in the 
present study contains item scales and checklists measuring participants' daily mood 
and stressful daily events. Therefore, the present study collected intensive 
longitudinal data which provides information on participants' daily experiences. Data 
were analyzed with the hierarchical linear modeling (HLM, Bryk & Raudenbus]i, 
1992), which is appropriate for the type of data as in the present study. The 
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advantage ofusing HLM is that it allows the analysis of within-person and between-
person variance simultaneously. With multilevel modeling, daily mood was regressed 
on effect ofstressful daily events, while the regression coefficients were regressed on 
participants' neuroticism and social problem-solving. The present study hypothesized 
that neuroticism predicts (1) the mean levels of both daily negative and positive 
mood, (2) number of stressful daily events occurred, and (3) the size of effect 
stressful daily events has on daily mood. It is also hypothesized that social problem-
solving predicts (1) the number of stressful daily events occurred and (2) the size of 
effect of stressful daily events has on daily mood. Provided that the above 
hypotheses are supported, the relative role of neuroticism and social problem-solving 
would then be tested. If social problem-solving contributes to why neuroticism 
influences event exposure and mood reactivity, controlling for the effect of social 
problem-solving statistically should lead to reduction ofboth exposure and reactivity 
effects of neuroticism. 
Method 
Overview 
The data collection procedure included a pre-diary questionnaire and a 
subsequent diary self-recording phase. The pre-diary questionnaires contained 
measures of neuroticism and social problem-solving, and were completed one week 
before the diary phase started. La the diary phase, participants filled in a daily diary 
everyday at bed-time. In the daily diary, participants rated their mood-of-the-day on a 
list of mood adjectives, and checked the occurrence of minor stressful events during 
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the day on an event checklist. The diary phase last for 21 consecutive days (3 weeks) 
Sample 
Participants were recruited with an advertisement posted on the notice board in 
the Psychology Department of the Chinese University of Hong Kong. Students who 
showed interest to the study were contacted by the researcher and arranged for a 
briefing lab session. Forty-seven students agreed to participate after they were 
instructed in detail about the study. Twenty-six students participated as part of the 
requirement of an introductory psychology course; the other 21 participated on a 
completely voluntary basis. On completion of the diaries, participants received a 
souvenir (for the introductory psychology course students) or $100 cash (for other 
participants). In the initial subject pool, four participants provided four or more 
diaries that were not filled in at the appropriate time. Data from these participants 
were excluded from all of the analysis. The final sample thus consists of 43 college 
students (11 males, 32 females; mean age = 19.35, SD = 0.84). 
Daily Measures 
Daily mood. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule-Today (PANAS; 
Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) was used to assess daily positive and negative 
mood. The PANAS contains 10 adjectives for positive mood and 10 adjectives for 
negative mood. Negative affect fNA) items include distressed, upset, guilty, scared, 
hostile, irritable, ashamed, nervous, jittery, and afraid. Positive affect (PA) items 
include interested, excited, strong, enthusiastic, proud, alert, inspired, determined, 
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attentive, and active. Respondents rated each adjective on a 5-point scale ranging 
from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) to indicate the degree to which they had 
experienced the particular mood during the day of assessment. Watson et al. (1988) 
reported good internal consistency of the scale; coefficient alpha was .88 for positive 
affect and .87 for negative affect. Test-retest reliability was also satisfactory. Over a 
period of 8 weeks, test-retest reliability was .71 for positive affect and .68 for 
negative affect. In the present study, coefficient alphas of PANAS were computed 
based on all observations, the resulting alpha value of negative affect is .86, item-
scale correlations range from .41 to .71, the alpha value of positive affect is .88， 
item-scale correlations range from .45 to .66. It shows that PANAS provides 
internally consistent measures of daily negative and positive mood in the present 
study. 
Stressful Daily Events. Stressful daily events were assessed by the Daily Stress 
Inventory (DSI; Brantley, Wahhoner, Jones, & Rappaport, 1987). The DSI consists of 
58 items designed for daily assessment of sources and impact of relatively minor 
stressful events. Examples of items are "performed poorly at task", "hurried to meet 
deadline", "Had your sleep disturbed", "thought about the future", "money 
problems". The DSI was scored by having participants to first indicate whether each 
event in the 58-item list had occurred during the past 24 hours; if an event had 
occurred, participants rated the degree to which the events were stressful to them. 
The degree of stressfulness was rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (occurred but 
not stressful) to 5 (caused me to panic). In the original version of DSI, three scores 
were computed for each individual: the number of events endorsed (FREQ), the sum 
of the impact rating of these events (SUM), and the average impact rating of the 
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events (AIR; SUM divided by FREQ). Based on non-student adult community 
samples, Brantley et aL (1987) reported high levels of internal consistency of the DSI; 
coefficient alpha for FREQ, SUM is .83 and .87 respectively. In addition, the DSI 
SUM and AIR scores were found to be correlated with the Hassles Scales, global 
rating of stress, and measures of anxiety. The FREQ scores were correlated only with 
Hassles frequency but not with any measures of stress and anxiety. These findings 
suggest that FREQ is a measure of objective occurrence of events while SUM and 
AIR are measures of event perception. Moreover, data obtained on a daily basis 
showed that, across 28 consecutive days, coefficient alpha for each individual's score 
for FREQ, SUM, and AIR were .72, .41，and .26 respectively, showing that the 
number of stressful events endorsed is stable across time whereas the stress arise 
from these events fluctuates. In the present study coefficient alphas were computed 
based on all observations and the values are .86 and .85 for FREQ and SUM 
respectively (The derivation of AIR doesn't allow for the computation of alpha). 
Individual-level Measures 
Neuroticism. Participants' neuroticism was assessed with the Neuroticism 
subscale ofthe NEO Five-Factor Inventory G^JEO-FFI; Costa & McCrae, 1992). The 
NEO-FFI was constructed to assess the five basic dimensions of personality, i.e. 
neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, and 
agreeableness. Each of the dimensions was measured with 12 items rated on a 5-
point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In the present 
study, one item (item 8) shows poor correlation with the scale, with item-scale 
correlation below .30. This item was deleted from the scale. The remaining 11 items 
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ofneuroticism are highly consistent, the coefficient alpha ofthe scale is .89. 
Social Problem solving. The Problem Solving Inventory (PSI; Heppner & 
Petersen, 1982) was used to measure participants' social problem-solving. It is a 32-
item scale rated on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly 
disagree), with higher scores represent relatively ineffective social problem-solving. 
Heppner (1988) reported good reliability of the PSI: coefficient alpha ranged 
from .72 to .90, and test-retest reliability ranged from .83 to .89 over a 2-week period. 
In the present study, coefficient alpha ofPSI is .89. However, 4 items (item 8，12, 16, 
24) correlate with the whole scale at below .30, hence they appear to be inconsistent 
with the other items. These 4 items were deleted from the scale. The coefficient 
alpha of the resulting PSI with 28 items is .90, suggesting the scale is highly 
intemally consistent. 
Procedure 
Because the data collection procedure is rather demanding for participants, 
those who showed interest in taking part were first asked to attend a briefing session 
so that they were fully instructed about the procedure before they decided to 
participate. Once they agreed to participate, they signed an informed consent. Then 
they filled in the pre-diary questionnaire, which contained the NEO-FFI neuroticism 
subscales and the PSI. After that they were given a pocket containing a set of daily 
diaries (containing PANAS and DSI) sufficient for the 21-day dairy phase. 
Participants were then scheduled to start the diary phase within one week. On each 
day in the diary phase, participants completed a daily diary before they went to bed 
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(after 6 p.m.). To ensure better compliance, participants were asked to retum each 
diary on the next day, with the exception that Friday and weekend dairy could be 
returned on Monday. Because it was possible that participants filled in the diaries not 
at the appropriate bedtime but in the day later, hence leading to inaccurate 
retrospective report, participants were allowed to fill in the diary late if they really 
couldn't do it on time. If they did so, they needed to specify the actual time they 
filled in the diary. No diaries that were completed later than noon on the next day 
would be accepted. With this procedure, it was identified that 4 participants provided 
five or more delayed diaries. They were thus excluded in all analysis. In the final 
sample, 38 participants (88%) retumed 21 diaries or more (4 of them returned more 
than 21 diaries), 5 participants (12%) retumed 20 diaries. The total number of diaries 
received was 905, of which 97% (875) were completed on time at the end of the day, 
whereas 3% (30) were delayed. 
Results 
The Effects of Day-of-Monitoring on all Daily Measures 
Examining the effects of day-of-monitoring is one way to test the reliability of 
daily measures across time. As participants in the present study started diary 
recording on different dates (with the difference less than one week), any systematic 
pattem of participants' daily experience as a function of day-of-monitoring was more 
likely a result of everyday self-monitoring than because of experience of common 
events. Therefore, analyses were conducted to examine whether daily mood and 
stressful daily events varied with day-of-monitoring. 
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Table 1 presents the mean of daily negative affect fNA), daily positive affect 
(PA), number of stressful events (FREQ), average impact rating (AIR), and sum of 
DSI scores (SUM) on day 1, day 2, day 3, and the days after (day 4-21). In general, 
the mean daily scores were decreasing across day; moreover, the means of NA, 
FREQ, and SUM were clearly higher on the first two days than on the days that 
followed. An ANOVA with repeated measures was performed for each daily measure 
as the dependent variable and with day-of-monitoring (including day 1-21) as the 
within-subject factor. The corresponding F statistics are shown in Table 1. There 
were significant main effects of day-of-monitoring on NA，FREQ, and SUM. 
Subsequent planned comparisons were conducted for these three variables to test if 
the effects were due to the relatively high scores in the first few days. Three sets of 
contrasts were conducted: the first contrast compared scores on day 1 with the day 2-
21; the second contrast compared scores on day 2 with day 3-21; the third contrast 
compared scores on day 3 with day 4-21. Table 1 presents the resulting t-statistics. 
For these three measures, scores on both day 1 and day 2 were significantly higher 
than scores on the later days, while day 3 scores did not differ significantly with 
later-day scores. The results show that for NA, FREQ, and SUM, the effects of day-
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To test if there remains other day-of-monitoring effects on the daily measures, 
ANOVAs with repeated measures were conducted again after exclusion of scores on 
the first two days. The results show that except for NA, there was no more significant 
day-of-monitoring effect for all daily measures. For NA, however, the day-of-
monitoring effect among day 3-21 was significant, F(18, 793) = 1.83, p<.Q5. An 
investigation of the mean NA scores on each day suggests the NA scores tended to 
decrease with days. Therefore, a paired-sample t-test was performed to compare NA 
scores on the first half (day 3-11) with that on the second half (day 12-21) of the 
diary phase. The resulting t-value was significant, t{\, 811) 二 4.51, p<.005, showing 
that scores on day 3-11 (mean 二 18.94, SD = 6.58) were significantly higher than 
scores on day 12-21 (mean 二 16.97，SD 二 5.77). 
The results show that participants consistently report higher scores of NA, 
FREQ, and SUM on the first two days of self-monitoring. Moreover, daily NA scores 
tended to decrease with day during the whole diary phase. With consideration to 
these findings, in the following analyses, scores of day 1 and day 2 were excluded 
when NA, FREQ, and SUM were involved; when analyzing NA across day, day-of-
monitoring would be controlled. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for all daily measures and individual-
level sores. Seven aggregated scores were computed based on participants' daily 
scores. NA-mean, PA-mean, FREQ-mean, AIR-mean, and SUM-mean were 
computed by taking the corresponding means for each participants across days. 
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Table 2. 
Descriptive statistics for daily measures and individual-level scores 
Mean Std Dev. Skewness 
Dai'1y measures 
NA 17.92 6.25 1.07 
PA 20.79 6.86 0.49 
FREQ 14.93 7.22 1.29 
AIR 2.25 0.69 0.41 
SUM 33.60 19.18 1.04 
Tndividual-level scores 
NA-mean 17.93 3.60 0.53 
NA-SD 5.00 1.71 0.13 
PA-mean 20.75 5.16 0.33 
PA-SD 4.40 1.63 0.18 
FREQ-mean 14.92 5.79 0.64 
AIR-mean 2.25 0.50 0.01 
SUM-mean 33.62 14.90 0.69 
Neuroticism 3.23 0.77 0.03 
Social problem-solving 3.07 0.61 0.34 
Note. 1) NA-mean, PA-mean, FREQ-mean, AIR-mean, and SUM-mean are mean 
scores aggregated for each participant; NA-SD and PA-SD are the across-day 
standard deviation of NA and PA respectively. 2) Data from day 1 and day 2 were 
excluded when computing the statistics for NA, FREQ, and SUM. 3) n = 819 for NA, 
FREQ, and SUM, n 二 905 for PA and AIR, n = 43 for all individual-level scores. 
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Two additional measures, i.e. NA-SD and PA-SD, which were the across-day 
standard deviation of NA and PA respectively for each participant，were also 
obtained as an indicator of degree of daily mood variation. As shown in Table 2, 
participants tended to rate their daily NA and PA on the lower end ofthe rating scale, 
as their means were below the mid-point of the possible range (i.e. 30). On average, 
participants reported about 15 stressful daily events a day, and those events were 
moderately stressful to them (mean AIR is 2.25 in the 0-5 scale). Skewness ofNA, 
FREQ, and SUM were larger than 1.0, showing that in a large proportion of the days 
little negative mood, few stressful events, and low rating of event stressfulness were 
reported. 
Concerning the aggregated scores, mean values of NA-mean, PA-mean, FREQ-
mean, AIR-mean, and SUM-mean were approximately the same as their respective 
daily scores, but their standard deviation and skewness were reduced. This 
phenomenon was especially salient for NA and FREQ. It was because there existed 
rare days on which some participants reported uncommonly high level of negative 
mood and large number of stressful events, by averaging scores across days, such 
infrequent high scores became invisible. NA-SD and PA-SD displayed a mean of 
5.00 and 4.40, and a standard deviation of 1.71 and 1.63 respectively; it shows that 
daily mood are more varied for some participants than for the others, and that 
participants' daily NA tended to fluctuate more than their daily PA. Scores of 
neuroticism and social problem-solving appear to be normally distributed, with both 
means near the mid-point of the possible range (i.e. 3 for neuroticism and 3.5 for 
PSI). 
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Aggregated Analysis 
The correlation between aggregated daily scores, neuroticism, and social 
problem solving are shown in Table 3. Several points should be noted about 
construct validity of the current measures. Firstly, FREQ-mean correlated only with 
NA-mean and SUM-mean but not with any other measures, whereas AIR-mean 
correlated not only with NA-mean, SUM-mean, but also NA-SD, neuroticism and 
social problem-solving. It confirms that FREQ is a measure of objective occurrence 
of events while AIR measures subject perception of stressfulness. In addition, the 
high correlation between AIR-mean and NA-mean (.71) shows that AIR was 
confounded with negative mood. SUM-mean was clearly a mixture of what the 
FREQ and AIR measure. Moreover, neuroticism showed moderate to high 
correlations with NA-mean, (.47), NA-SD (.32), AIR-mean (.42), and social 
problem-solving (.59), suggesting that neuroticism is closely related to the tendency 
to experience more negative affect, more variability of negative affect, to perceive 
events as more stressful, and have poorer self-perceived competence in solving 
everyday problems. 
The correlations give some information on the relationship between neuroticism, 
problem-solving, stressful daily events, and daily mood. In particular, NA-mean was 
correlated with neuroticism and FREQ-mean, but, in contrast to previous prediction， 
was not correlated with social problem-solving. PA-mean was only correlated mildly 
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Nevertheless, these correlations do not serve as rigorous tests for daily mood process. 
As pointed out above, the aggregated scores were insensitive to variation of daily 
experience that contained infrequently occurring highly stressful days. Therefore, a 
multilevel modeling approach was used to test the hypothesized link between 
neuroticism, social problem-solving, stressful daily events, and daily mood, and the 
results were presented below. 
Multilevel Analysis Overview 
In the present study, data were organized in a multilevel structure, with diary 
recording data nested within the person-level units. The hierarchical linear model 
approach (HLM, Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) was employed to deal with such 
multilevel structure of data. The HLM has an advantage that it not only tests the 
relationships between daily level variables but also allows such relationships to vary 
as a function of individual differences. Unlike traditional approaches, the multilevel 
modeling distinguishes within-person and between-person variation, and thus 
provides more accurate estimates of error terms. This approach allows specification 
of relationship in two levels. In the first level (the day level), separate regression 
analyses are performed on the data of each participant. In the second level (the 
person level), the population estimates of the regression coefficients are obtained by 
averaging over the estimated individual regression coefficients. As an example, the 
integrated model could be tested with the regression model: 
Mood 二 bo + bi FREQ + r 
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where h^  is the intercept, that is, the expected mood score when the number of 
stressful daily events (FREQ) is zero. The coefficient bj represents the strength of 
effect of FREQ on mood. A non-zero absolute value of b, implies that number of 
stressful daily events has a linear effect on daily mood. The effect of stressful daily 
events could vary across individuals. It is modeled with two level two regression 
equations: 
bo = goo + goi Neuroticism + Uo 
bi = gjo + g]] Neuroticism + gj2 PSI + Uj 
In these equations, the intercept bg, is regressed on neuroticism. hi the present 
analyses all level two predictors are centered such that a zero score represents sample 
mean. Therefore, g^ o represents the value of b�when euroticism equals the sample 
mean. The coefficient g^ ； indicates the strength of neuroticism's effect on the 
intercept; in other words, g^ ； indicates the size of effect of neuroticism on the mean 
level of daily mood. The direct effect of neuroticism is supported if the absolute 
value of goi is greater than zero. The slope b^  is regressed on neuroticism and PSL As 
both neuroticism and PSI are centered, giQ represents the value of b! when both 
neuroticism and PSI equal their corresponding sample means; in other words, it 
reflects the strength of effect of stressful daily events when neuroticism and PSI do 
not deviate from the norm. The coefficient g；； indicates the strength of neuroticism's 
effect on bj', i.e. the regression coefficient of stressful daily events in the level one 
model. Therefore gjj reflects the degree to which neuroticism moderates the effect of 
stressful daily events on mood. A non-zero value of gjj gives support to the reactivity 
effect of neuroticism. Similarly, the coefficient gj2 indicates the strength of effect of 
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social problem-solving on b” It reflects the degree to which social problem-solving 
moderates the effect of stressful daily events on mood. Hence, a non-zero value oig,2 
supports that social problem-solving influences mood reactivity in response to 
stressful daily events. The term r corresponds to the within-subject random variation, 
whereas Ug and u! correspond to the between-subject random variations. 
As would be reported in detail in the following, separate multilevel models were 
specified to test each of the hypothesized effect. The direct and reactivity effects of 
daily mood were tested with models similar to the above example. Exposure effects 
were tested with models in which number of stressful daily events was the dependent 
variables. Afterwards a final model would be tested to integrate those effects that 
were found to be significant in the separate tests. The same sets of analyses were first 
performed on daily negative mood then on daily positive mood. 
Predicting daily negative mood 
Day-of-monitoring effects. As discussed, NA decreased with day-of-monitoring. 
An analysis was conducted to farther investigate if such effect was moderated by 
neuroticism or social problem-solving. A multilevel model was thus specified: 
NA = bo + bj Day + r 
j 
bo 二 goo + ^0 
bj = gjo + gjj Neuroticism + g12 PSI + Uj 
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where NA refers to negative mood at a particular day, Day refers to the order ofday-
of-monitoring, and PSI refers to social problem-solving. The level one model (the 
first equation) concerns whether day-of-monitoring predicted the level of daily 
negative mood. In the level two model, the coefficient of day-of-monitoring effect, 
hj , is a function ofneuroticism and social problem-solving (the third equation). The 
coefficients g^ o represents direct effects of day when both neuroticism and social 
problem-solving equal their corresponding sample mean; g!! and g" indicate the 
extend to which Neuroticism and social problem-solving altered the effect of day-of-
monitoring. 
With the method of maximum likelihood estimation, it was found that 
Neuroticism and social problem-solving did not moderate the effects of day on NA， 
as gjj 二 0.04, t = 0.89, ;7>.05 and gj2 二 0.00, t = -0.01, p>.05. Consistent with the 
ANOVA results, day-of-monitoring was related to decreasing level of NA, g ! � = -
0.18, t = -4.40, p<.005. Therefore, in subsequent analysis of NA, only the direct 
effect of day would be controlled. 
Exposure effect of neuroticism. It has been previously suggested that neurotic 
individuals are exposed to more stressful daily events. In the aggregated analysis, 
however, neuroticism was not correlated with FREQ. As a more rigorous test oftheir 
relationship, a multilevel model was constructed: 
FREQ = bo + r 
ho = goo + goi Neuroticism + u� 
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In this model, bg represents the mean number of stressful daily events, and it was 
modeled as a function of neuroticism. The coefficient go! indicates the strength of 
neuroticism effect; as neuroticism was centered, g^ indicates the mean number of 
stressful daily events when neuroticism equaled sample mean. The results of 
estimation show that goo 二 14.92, t 二 16.84, p<.005, and g�! = 0.94, t = 0.81,p>.05. 
Therefore, consistent with the aggregated analysis, neuroticism did not predict the 
number of stressful daily events. 
Direct and reactivity effect of neuroticism. The model shown below was to test 
whether neuroticism predicted mean NA and whether neuroticism moderated the 
effect of stressful daily events on daily NA: 
NA = / ? � + hj FREQ + ^ Day + r 
bo = goo + goi Neuroticism + u� 
b| 二 gio + Sii Neuroticism + Uj 
t>2 = g20 + "2 
The first equation in the model estimated the effects of FREQ ofNA after Day 
was controlled. The second equation specified bg，which represents mean daily NA 
in the absence of stressful events and when Day was controlled, is a function of 
neuroticism. The coefficient goo indicates mean bg value when neuroticism was equal 
to sample mean, and g^ ； represents the direct effect of neuroticism on NA. The third 
equation models b!, which represents the relationship between FREQ and NA, as a 
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function of neuroticism. The coefficient g,j indicates how much neuroticism 
predicted the reactivity o fNA to stressful events; g^o，on the other hand, indicates 
the direct effect of FREQ on NA. The last equation specified that the effect of day 
was composed of its mean and random variation. 
The results ofmaximum likelihood estimation except for goi , all g coefficients 
were significant. It means that neuroticism significantly increased the reactivity of 
NA associated with heightened FREQ, g^ 二 0.18, t 二 2.26，p<.05\ however, after 
accounting for the reactivity effect, neuroticism did not display a direct effect on NA 
any more, goj 二 -0.83, t = -0.73,j!7>.05. FREQ significantly predicted (positively) NA 
after the effects ofneuroticism and day were controlled, gjo = 0.39, t 二 6.83,;7>.005. 
The mean effect of day was also significant, g20 二 -0.12，t = -2.56,p<.Q5. 
Exposure effect of social problem-solving. As for neuroticism, the effect of 
social problem-solving on the number of stressful daily events was tested with the 
same two-level model, with neuroticism replaced by social problem-solving. Again, 
in this model scores of social problem-solving were centered, thus the coefficient g^ 
represents the mean number of stressful daily events when the particular individual 
possess social problem-solving at a level equal to sample mean. Test results show 
that social problem-solving did not predicted amount of exposure to stressful daily 
events, goi 二 1.36, t 二 0.93,p>.05. 
Direct and reactivity effect of social problem-solving. Another two-level model 
similar to the one used for the direct and reactivity effect of neuroticism was 
specified for testing the effects of social problem solving. The results fail to support 
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any of the hypothesized effects of social problem-solving on negative mood. In 
particular, it was estimated that its direct effect on NA was non-significant, goj 二 -
0.52, t 二 -0.36, ;;>.05, nor did it lead to high mood reactivity in response to the 
occurrence of stressful events,宮"二 0.09, t 二 0.83, p>.OS. In the same model, the 
direct effect of stressful daily events was significant, g^ = 0.40, t = 639,p<.QQ5, and 
so was the effect ofday，g,o = -0.12,^=-2.58,j9<.05. 
The Mediating Role of Social Problem Solving. Baron and Kenny (1986) listed 
four steps in establishing mediation: (1) the predictor variable is correlated with the 
outcome variable. (2) The predictor variable is correlated with the mediator variable. 
(3) The mediator variable predicts the outcome variable. (4) For complete mediation, 
the effect ofthe predictor variable on the outcome variable should become zero when 
the mediator variable is controlled. Baron and Kenny (1986) stated that steps 2 and 3 
are essential in establishing mediation. In the present study, social problem-solving 
was hypothesized to mediate the exposure effect and reactivity effect of neuroticism. 
For social problem solving to mediate the exposure effect of neuroticism, it should 
be demonstrated that (1) neuroticism predicted number of stressful daily events, (2) 
neuroticism predicted social problem-solving, (3) social problem-solving predicted 
number of stressful daily events, and (4) the effect of neuroticism on stressful daily 
events become zero when social problem-solving was controlled. According to the 
findings reported above, only criterion 2 was met (neuroticism and social problem-
solving correlated at .59). Since criterion 3 was not met, i.e. social problem-solving 
did not predict FREQ, there was not mediation by social problem-solving on the 
exposure effect of neuroticism. 
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For social problem solving to mediate the reactivity effect of neuroticism, it 
should be demonstrated that (1) neuroticism moderated the strength of effect of 
stressful daily events on daily NA, (2) neuroticism moderated social problem-solving, 
(3) social problem-solving predicted the strength of effect of stressful daily events on 
daily NA, and (4) the reactivity effect of neuroticism disappeared when social 
problem-solving was controlled. Again, only criterion (1) and (2) were met. Since 
social problem-solving did not predict the strength of effects of stressful daily events 
on daily NA, criterion 3 was not met. It shows that there was not mediation by social 
problem-solving on the reactivity effect of neuroticism. 
The Final model In summary，the results concerning predictors o fNA suggest 
that both neuroticism and social problem-solving did not predict participants' amount 
of exposure to stressful daily events. Neuroticism predicted daily NA only by 
increasing participants' mood reaction to stressful events. Social problem-solving did 
not predicted NA in any way. Also, social problem-solving did not mediate the effect 
ofneuroticism on daily NA. Therefore, a final model, which included only the direct 
effect of stressful daily events and the reactivity effect of neuroticism, was tested 
with the day-of-monitoring effect controlled. The model to be tested is: 
NA 二 bo + bj FREQ + b�Day + r 
bo 二 goo + ^0 
bj 二 g|o + gji Neuroticism + u! 
i>2 = 2^0 + "2 
i 
1 
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The results are summarized in Figure 2. Day-of-monitoring had an effect on daily 
negative mood, and the corresponding regression coefficient was -0.12. It indicates 
that assuming neuroticism was at the mean level and no stressful daily events had 
occurred, participants on average reported 0.12 unit less on their negative mood than 
the previous day. Besides, in the final model, the regression coefficient for the direct 
effect ofFREQ {gjo) was 0.39 while that for neuroticism's reactivity effect (g") was 
0.13. The positive values show that a higher number of stressful daily events led to 
increases in daily NA; in addition, the effect of stressful daily events was stronger 
among individuals with higher neuroticism. The coefficient for the direct effect of 
events suggests that, for individuals with mean-level neuroticism, each stressful daily 
event is associated 0.39 unit of increase in daily negative mood. Concerning the 
coefficient for reactivity effect, its value suggests that for individuals with one unit 
higher on neuroticism than the mean, stressful daily events is associated with a 
further 0.13 unit of increase in daily negative mood. Similarly, for individuals with 
one unit lower on neuroticism than the mean, stressful daily events is expected to be 
associated with only 0.26 unit (i.e. 0.39 - 0.13) of increase in daily negative mood. In 
other words, the slopes of the relationship between stressful daily events and daily 
negative mood are steeper among individuals higher in neuroticism than those lower 
in neuroticism. Notice that neuxoticismxFREQ interaction had a larger possible range 
(1-290) than that of FREQ (1-58), the relative sizes of coefficients imply that 
neuroticism-related mood reactivity was a more important predictor of NA than was 
the amount of stressful daily events. 
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Figure 2. A final model for prediction of daily negative mood. Numbers near the 
path indicate the regression coefficients in the fitted HLM model, with the 
corresponding t-statistics in parenthesis. 
*p<.005 **p<.05 
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Predicting daily positive mood 
As for predicting daily negative mood, the same set of multilevel analyses was 
conducted for predicting daily positive mood. Almost none of the hypothesized 
predictors show significant prediction ofPA. Firstly, day-of-monitoring did not have 
a direct effect on PA, the corresponding regression coefficient was significant (g =-
0.05, t 二 0.04，p>.05). Also, neuroticism and social problem-solving did not 
moderate the effect of day-of-monitoring (for neuroticism, g = 0.05, t = 0.88,p>.05; 
for social problem-solving, g = -0.07, t = -0.%,p>.05). 
Secondly, in a two-level model with FREQ as the level-one predictor and 
neuroticism as the level-two predictors of intercept (bo) and slope (bJ, neuroticism 
did not significantly predict mean PA {g = -1.26, t = -1.19, p>.05) nor the size of 
FREQ effect (g = -0.08，t = -1.44, p>.05) on PA Even the number of stressful daily 
events (FREQ) failed to predict PA. In other words, the results show no direct and 
reactivity effect of neuroticism on daily positive mood. Concerning social problem-
solving, a similar two-level model with FREQ as the level-one predictor and PSI as 
the level-two predictors of intercept (¾) and slope (Z?；) was tested. Again, in this 
model FREQ did not predict daily scores ofPA (g = 0.01, t = 0.1,p>.05), nor had it 
any effect moderated by PSI (g 二 0.05, t = 0.58, p>.05). PSI showed a marginally 
significant unique prediction on PA (i.e. a direct effect, g = -3.36, t = -l.9l,p=M). 
Another model was tested with PSI as the only predictor predicting the level-one 
intercept, i.e., only the direct effect of social problem-solving on daily positive mood 
was included. The direct effect of social problem-solving still merely reached 
marginal significance {g= -2.59, t = -2.00,/7=.05). 
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Discussion 
Findings in the present study show that daily negative mood is influenced by 
two factors: neuroticism and the occurrence of stressful daily events. Consistent with 
the hypothesis, neuroticism affected daily negative mood by raising its reactivity 
when stressful daily events occur. However, neuroticism did not show any direct 
effect on daily mood, and did not increase the exposure to stressful daily events. In 
the introduction it has been proposed that neuroticism leads to worsening of mood 
because it hinders the social problem-solving process，and poorer social problem-
solving in tum influencing adversely the mood outcome of stress. Contrary to this 
hypothesis, social problem-solving did poorly in predicting any of the daily 
phenomena concerned (including daily mood and stressful daily events), and it did 
not mediate the effect of neuroticism on daily negative mood. Furthermore, while 
daily negative mood was significantly predicted by neuroticism and stressful daily 
events, daily positive mood appeared to be unrelated to most of the predictor 
variables concerned in the present study. 
Neuroticism Heightens Negative Mood Reactivity to Stress 
As revealed in the present study, neuroticism is associated with higher negative 
mood reactivity to stressful daily events. When confronted with the same amount of 
stressful events, individuals with higher neuroticism tend to experience more 
negative mood than those lower in neuroticism. This piece of finding is consistent to 
previous conceptualization of neuroticism as a largely reactive construct (Costa & 
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McCrae, 1980; Watson & Clark, 1984), and is also consistent to past empirical 
findings (e.g. Bolger & Schilling, 1991; Marco & Suls, 1993; Suls, Martin, & David, 
1998). Nevertheless, inconsistent with many past findings, in the present study 
neuroticism did not predict the mean level of negative mood when the reactivity 
effect has been controlled. On a conceptual level, neuroticism reflects a dispositional 
tendency to experience sadness, anxiety, guilt, and other negative affect, even in the 
absence of any overt stress (Watson & Clark, 1984). A possible reason the present 
study fails to demonstrate the direct effect of neuroticism on negative mood is that 
assessment of daily negative mood was subjected to the influence of floor effect. 
Participants in the current study reported rather low level of daily negative mood. 
Mean daily NA was 17.92, which corresponded to a rating on 1.8 in the 5-point scale, 
meaning that they only experienced “a little" negative mood. As participants tended 
to score low on the mood scale, the difference between negative mood of more 
neurotic versus less neurotic participants was restricted in magnitude and became too 
small to be detected. However, when an uncommonly large amount of stressful 
events occurred on a particular day, the level of negative mood could increase fi:eely 
among the more neurotic participants. Therefore, whereas the direct effect of 
neuroticism could not be detected, the reactivity effect of neuroticism remained 
unaffected by the floor effect. 
It has been reasoned that neurotic individuals are exposed to more stressful 
events because either they actively select to enter stressful situations or they failed to 
avoid stressful events from happening, or both. Nevertheless, as revealed in the 
present study, exposure to stressful daily events was unrelated to neuroticism. Such 
discrepancy is probably because of different measurement of stress. As pointed out in 
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the introduction, “event stress" and "perceived stress" are playing differential roles 
on daily mood and have to be distinguished. Much previous research, however, did 
not make such distinction. For example, the study of Affleck et al. (1994) employed 
the smnmary score of DLE, which was a mixture of event occurrence plus ratings of 
undesirability. In the present study, the DSI was rated similarly as the DLE, in which 
respondents first checked the occurrence then rated the stressfulness of events. 
Unlike in other research, the present study did not simply employ the summated 
ratings (i.e. SUM); instead, number of events checked (i.e. FREQ) were used as a 
predictor of daily mood. The advantage of using FREQ rather than SUM in the 
analysis is that it suffers less from the problem of construct validity. As shown in the 
aggregated analysis, SUM-mean and AIR-mean correlated rather highly (>.70) with 
NA-mean，and moderately with neuroticism (.42). In contrast, FREQ correlated only 
moderately with NA-mean (.41) and were not correlated with neuroticism. Those 
high correlations suggest that the construct validity of SUM and AIR is thus 
questionable; they appeared to reflect constructs undifferentiated from state and trait 
negative affectivity, instead of representing objective occurrence of stressful events. 
By using the more objective FREQ scores, the present study provided a more valid 
test of the role of neuroticism in event exposure. 
However, it is not to say that neuroticism has nothing to do with the amount of 
stress one is likely to experience. Findings in the present study suggest that 
neuroticism does not cause a larger number of stressful events to occur, but it does 
lead to more stress as perceived by the individual. As pointed out, neuroticism 
correlated moderately with AIR-mean, the individual mean of average impact rating 
(perceived stress level due to particular events). The association shows that, in 
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general, individuals higher in neuroticism tend to perceive daily events as more 
stressful than do other people. There are several possibilities for these results. One 
explanation is that neurotic individuals are facing similar environmental stimuli as 
other people, but they are more likely to perceive ambiguous events as stressful 
(Watson & Hubbard，1996). Alternatively, notice that AIR correlated so highly with 
NA-mean, respondents' may have over-reported their degree of stress because their 
high negative mood state biased their retrospective recall toward memory of the 
undesirable (Tennen, Suls, & Affleck, 1991). A third possibility is that although the 
amount of stressful daily events was on average the same for the more neurotic 
participants than for the less neurotic ones, the actual severity of events may vary. 
For example, while most people might have mild arguments with other people, the 
more neurotic individuals tend to have big arguments with other people. In this case 
they both checked on the corresponding item, but the more neurotic individuals 
definitely rated highly on stressfulness. Which one of the above three explanations 
best describe the real situation awaits for further investigation.-
Social Problem-Solving: A Poor Predictor of Daily Mood 
The present study found that social problem-solving was a poor predictor ofany 
ofthe daily measures, including daily negative mood, daily positive mood, and daily 
stressful events. These findings are completely inconsistent with what the social 
problem-solving theory (Nezu & D,Zurilla, 1989) would expect. Sample size may 
matter; in the present study the size of correlation between PSI and NA is similar to 
that found in Elliot et al. (1995), but the correlation obtained in the present study was 
not statistically significant. However, it is unlikely that the failure to obtain any 
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significant effect is merely the result of small sample size, because we did find 
significant predictions with neuroticism. Another seemingly potential problem with 
the present study concerns the use of college-student sample; the level of social 
problem-solving among university students in Hong Kong may be too adaptive to 
show any negative effect on daily mood. Nevertheless, the PSI scores reported in the 
present study actually were higher (i.e. poorer social problem-solving) than the norm 
reported in Heppner and Petersen (1982)，showing that social problem-solving of the 
present sample was not any more superior than the general population. If the social 
problem-solving theory applies only to clinical population but does not generalize to 
population with normal level of social problem-solving, the theory would have too 
limited value. 
Conceptually, it is logical to hypothesize that an individual's effort to deal with 
his / her problems should lead to different mood outcome. As a matter of fact, past 
studies generally did supported that coping was associated in some way with daily 
mood (Stone et al., 1993). The inconsistent findings in the present study have 
challenged both our common believe and research methodology. Methodologically, 
what makes the differences are the use of coping measures; in the present research, 
the PSI, which has received little attention in daily mood research, was used. As 
discussed in the introduction, the PSI assesses the extent to which respondents 
perceived themselves as active, creative, and competent in facing problems, thus it 
basically reflects problem orientation, the motivational component in the social 
problem-process. In contrast, those commonly used coping measures, like the Ways 
of Coping Scale (Folkman & Lazams, 1980)，usually measures styles of actually 
dealing with the problem situation, so it reflects problem-solving skills, the 
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cognitive-behavioral components in the social problem-solving process. In light of 
this distinction, a conceptual comment could be inferred: the motivational 
components of problem solving are much less influential to daily mood than the 
cognitive-behavioral-skill components. In other words, while poorer problem-solving 
skills are likely to cause higher mood reactivity to stressful situations, negative 
problem-orientation are not. It may be because that even people equally negative in 
problem orientation could employ different problem-solving strategies, some of 
which (e.g. lack of planning) lead to worsening of mood whereas the others (e.g. 
successful escape) lead to improvement in mood. 
The motivational components appear to be closely related to personality traits, 
as the present findings show that PSI correlated highly (.59) with neuroticism, 
suggesting that the construct measured by PSI overlapped considerably with the 
construct of neuroticism. Probably, individuals' problem orientation is influenced by 
their mood trait; neurotic individuals are more likely to perceive themselves as 
incompetent in solving problems. It should be noted that the correlation found in this 
study was higher than the one reported earlier (e.g. the correlation between PSI and 
neuroticism was .35 in Watson & Hubbard，1996). The difference in the size of 
association raises the question of cross-cultural construct validity. It is speculated 
that in Westem culture problem orientation and neuroticism are two related but 
distinct constructs, but in Chinese culture, problem orientation reflects one of the 
many facets of neuroticism. The construct separability of problem orientation and 
neuroticism could be investigated in farther studies. 
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What Predicts Daily Positive Mood? 
Concerning daily positive mood, the present study found that it was not 
predicted by stressful daily events and neuroticism, and was predicted only at a 
marginally significant level by social problem-solving. Failure for neuroticism to 
predict daily positive mood is consistent with past work, which generally suggested 
that negative affectivity is associated with neuroticism whereas positive affectivity is 
associated with extraversion (Costa & McCrae, 1980; Watson & Clark, 1992). For 
stressful daily events, its lack of association with daily positive mood was perhaps 
due to the differential roles of undesirable and desirable events in contributing to 
negative and positive mood. In particular, undesirable events are primarily related to 
negative mood, while desirable events are primarily related to positive mood (David 
et al., 1997). As the focus of the present study is on stressful daily events, we are less 
likely to observe how daily positive mood could be influenced by external events. 
It is worth mentioning that measures of daily mood may play a role in 
determining what strength of relationship between daily events and daily mood 
would be observed. The PANAS used in the present study has been suggested to be 
less associated with event measure (either desirable or undesirable) than other 
measures (Kennedy-Moore, Greenberg, Newman, & Stone, 1993). A closer 
examination to the PANAS items reveals that the positive mood items represent 
positive-valence mood state with high level of arousal (e.g. determined, strong, alert). 
In contrast, negative mood items represent negative-valence mood with both high 
arousal (e.g. irritable, nervous) and low arousal (e.g. distressed, upset). It is possible 
that, when confronted with stressful daily events, most individuals tend to experience 
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increased negative-valence affect and reduced positive-valence affect, but in terms of 
arousal, there are considerable individual differences. Whereas some individuals 
have their arousal decreased, others may have it increased. Because the PANAS PA 
only measures high-arousal positive affect, individuals who tend to be aroused in 
response to minor stress would rated highly on PA, but those who tend to be 
"deactivated" would rated lowly on PA. Both types of effects then cancelled out each 
other and resulted in a negligible net effect among the entire sample. NA does not 
suffer from this problem because it contains both high-arousal and low-arousal items; 
either type of individuals would report heightened total NA scores when they were 
under stress. This speculation gains some support from the present data. In the 
descriptive statistics for individual-level scores, the standard deviation of PA-mean 
(5.16) was higher than that of NA-mean (3.60), whereas PA-SD (4.40) was smaller 
than NA-SD (5.00), it shows that positive mood was more varied between 
individuals than negative mood, although it was less fluctuated in the day-to-day 
level. These data confirms the above notion that participants had divergent patterns 
of rating their daily positive mood. 
Theoretical Implications 
The present findings postulate a final model that when an individual is 
confronted with an increased amount of stressful daily events, his / her level of daily 
negative mood is likely to increase. In addition, the more neurotic the individual is, 
the stronger the effect of stressful daily events has on his / her negative mood. The 
final model also suggests that, the moderating effect of neuroticism is more 
important than the unique contribution of stressful daily events on mood. Several 
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implications could be drawn to the theories of mood and personality. Firstly, as the 
neuroticism-related reactivity effect was found to be larger than the direct stress 
effect, the present fmdings support that person-environment interaction plays a more 
important role than does the sole effect of environment in explaining determinants of 
daily mood. In other words, how intensely an individual tends to react to stressful 
events, which is a function ofthe individuals' neurotic personality, matters more than 
the happening of external events in determining daily variation of negative mood. 
The relatively stronger effect of reactivity found in this study is consistent with 
Bolger and Schilling (1991) and Bolger and Zukerman (1995). 
Another theoretical implication is concerned with why neuroticism is associated 
with higher mood reactivity to stressful daily events. Bolger and his colleagues 
(Bolger & Schming，1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995) suggested that the higher 
mood reactivity among neurotic individuals was attributed to their choice and 
effectiveness ofcoping strategies. However, this suggestion was not supported in the 
present study. Although social problem-solving correlated quite strongly with 
neuroticism, it did not predict daily mood as neuroticism did. This finding does not 
necessarily contradict what Bolger suggested. As discussed in the previous section, 
the PSI mainly reflects problem orientation which is different from problem-solving 
skills. It is possible that though problem orientation does not influence daily 
experience of mood, problem-solving skills does mediate the link between 
neuroticism and increased mood reactivity to stress. To test this possibility, flirther 
research needs to make a clearer distinction between problem orientation and 
problem-solving skills. 
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No matter if social problem-solving process accounts for the reactivity effects of 
neuroticism, the present study has an important implication to personality and coping 
research. On one hand, the inclusion of coping or social problem-solving in 
personality theories helps to increase understanding of how personality process 
functions in daily life; on the other, the study of personality in the framework of 
coping also helps to provide a more comprehensive picture of the coping process. 
Theories in the cognitive orientation, like the social problem-solving theory, 
generally postulate that cognitive functioning influences subjective experience of 
mood, but ignore the fact that cognitive process is also influenced by mood. In fact, 
in most instances cognitive process is closely linked to mood states. As shown in the 
present study, problem orientation is strongly associated with neuroticism which is a 
mood trait. The strength of association exceeded those found in Westem culture, 
leading to the question that problem orientation may be a facet of neurotic 
personality rather than a separate construct among Chinese. If it is true, studying 
social problem-solving as if it is a cognitive variable independent of mood traits 
would be misleading in the Chinese culture. 
Methodological implications 
Some final comments have to be made concerning the use of diary approach in 
studying daily mood phenomena. Reports on daily diary research among Chinese 
people are few, it is not clear if Chinese people respond to daily diary similarly as 
their Westem counterparts. The participants in the present study displayed a pattem 
of response associated with day-of-monitoring. They reported especially high scores 
on negative mood and frequency of stressful events in the first two days of diary 
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recording. This phenomenon was also found in previous research. For instance, 
Brantley, Cocke, Jones, and Goreczny (1988) reported that the DSI FREQ scores 
were consistently higher on the first day-of-monitoring. A possible reason for the 
high NA and FREQ scores on the first two days is that during the first two days 
participants had not yet adapted to the burden of the 21-day diaries, as a result they 
became uncommonly attentive and reactive to their daily experiences. Brantley et al. 
(1988) suggested that while the first day of dairy report may be as valid as the other 
days, those data would be problematic in some analysis; therefore it was prudent to 
eliminate the first day (the first two days in our case) from the analysis. 
In addition, reported level of negative mood continued to decline through the 
whole dairy recording period. A similar pattem has been reported in the study of 
Affleck et al. (1994), in which subjects reported a decreasing trend of negative mood 
and undesirable events across 75 days of recording. There are two possible reasons 
for the decreasing trend. Firstly, as the dairy recording proceeded participants were 
becoming more and more used to the diary recording, so they were less attentive and 
less reactive to their daily experience. A similar explanation is that participants were 
becoming bored with the diaries, so their responses became stereotypical. Secondly, 
the diary recording might have altered the participants' daily experiences (Tennen et 
aL，1991). Monitoring ones' own daily experiences everyday might serve to prompt 
participants to face their situation, to be open to their emotional experience and to 
mentally fix their problems. Consequently participants negative experience declined 
progressively. No matter what the actual reason is, future daily diary research needs 
to control either methodologically or statistically for the effect of day-of-monitoring. 
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Another characteristic displayed in the present data was the tendency to report 
low level of daily mood (both negative and positive) among our participants. As 
pointed out in a previous section，the low report of mood led to the floor effect and 
might decrease the likelihood for some effects to be observed. This phenomenon did 
not only occur to negative mood, but also positive mood; hence it seems that it 
reflects a general response tendency among the present participants concerning mood 
measure. Bond (1993) suggested that Chinese people tend to be restricted in their 
expression of emotion. It will be interesting for future research to investigate if this 
phenomenon is related to any cultural different between Chinese and Westem 
culture. 
Limitations 
It should be noted that the present study was limited in many ways. Many of the 
limitations have been discussed above. It is worth mentioning here that the present 
study employed a small sample of university students. Problems are that the small 
sample size may cause inflation in the error of statistical analysis, and the use of 
university student sample leads to problem with generalizability of results. As a 
matter of fact, compared with the community population, university students 
probably experience less ups and downs in daily stress; therefore, systemic patterns 
in the stress process are less likely to be observed with university students samples. 
Obtaining a sufficiently large and representative sample is a challenge to research 
with intensive, daily diary methodology. For one thing, the heavy burden on 
participants as well as on investigator makes it difficult to recruit subjects and to 
motivate their continuous participation. Those who are willing to participate in a 
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diary self-recording may possess certain personality characteristics, say, being more 
open to experience. For another, satisfactory compliance is not easy to obtain in daily 
diary research, so not only extra effort by the investigators is needed, but also that the 
sampling must allow investigators to continuously monitor the dairy recording 
process. Sampling is definitely a challenge to researchers approach the daily diary 
methodology, it needs to be improved progressively in the future. 
Conclusion 
The present study found that worsening of daily mood is accompanied with 
increased amount of stressful daily events. The effect of stressful daily events on 
daily negative mood is stronger among individuals with higher neuroticism. In other 
words, individuals with higher neuroticism tend to experience more daily negative 
mood when they are confronted with stressful daily events. Social problem-solving 
was found to be associated with neuroticism; however, it did not predict daily 
negative mood as neuroticism did. It is hence suspected that social problem-solving 
may indeed reflect a facet of neuroticism among Chinese culture. Methodologically, 
the present study suggests that Chinese participants may have the tendency to report 
low on daily mood, and to show a decreasing trend on daily negative mood as they 
continue to self-monitor their mood on a daily basis. What contributes to such pattem 
of daily reports is worth studying in future research concerning daily mood. 
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Appendix A: 
Daily Diary Questionnaire 
日常生活壓力日誌 
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同意的程度，並在適當的方格內塡上� Z �。 
少 十 
• 十 少 許 分 
分 許 不 不 不 
司 同 同 同 同 同 
-vV- r^V: -TV. Z3^Z1 :3fzi r^V, 
j§�•；§、j§�^琶、j§�j®^ 
( 1 ) ⑵ （ 3 ) ⑷ （ 5 ) (6) 
1.當解決問題失敗時，我通常不會檢討失敗的原因。口 口 口 口 口 口 
2 .面對複雜的問題，我通常不會捜集有關資料，以認口 口 口 口 口 口 
淸問題的本質。 
3.若我一嘗試解決問題便失敗，我會懷疑自己處理問口 口 口 口 口 口 
題的能力。 
4.解決問題後，我不會分析自己的做法那些地方對、口 口 口 口 口 口 
那些地方錯。 
5.我通常能狗想出一些富創意而有效的方法解決問 口 口 口 口 口 口 
題。 
6.在我用了一些方法去嘗試解決問題後，我會細心觀口 口 口 口 口 口 
察問題的發展，看看是否如我所料。 — 
7.當遇到問題，我會盡量想出一切可行的解決方法。口 口 口 口 口 口 
8.在面對問題的過程中，我會不時檢視自己的感受，口 口 口 口 口 口 
藉此弄淸事情的發展! 
9.有許多問題起初看來無法解決，但最終我都有能力口 口 口 口 口 口 
應付過來。 
10.很多我面對的問題實在是太複雜，非我能力所能解• • • • • • 
決。 
11.我作的決定，事後都感到滿意。 口 口 口 • 口 • 
12.面對問題，我總會用自己即時想到的方法去解決。口 口 口 口 口 口 
13.我有時只是糊塗地亂碰亂撞，而不會停下來花點時口 口 口 口 口 口 
間去處理問題。 
14.在決定用甚麼方法去解決困難時，我不會仔細考慮口 口 口 口 口 口 
每種方法之成功機會。 
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少 十 
十 少 許 分 
分 許 不 不 不 
司 同 同 同 同 同 
j^\ 』琶、j© jW^  层、j§� 
( 1 ) ⑵ （ 3 ) ⑷ （ 5 ) (6) 
15.面對問題時，我會三思而後行° 口 口 口 口 口 口 
16.解決問題時，我會按照自己的第一個想法辦事。口 口 口 口 口 口 
17.決定用甚麼方法解決問題時’我會先衡量後果並比口 口 口 口 口 口 
較每個方法之長短。 
18.我通常都相信自己解決問題的方法及計劃是可行 口 口 口 口 口 口 
的。 
19.在採取行動時，我會先預測整個行動的結果o 口 口 口 口 口 口 
20.在想辦法解決問題時，我總不能想出很多的不同方口 口 口 口 口 口 
法。 
21.如果有足夠的時間和努力，我相信我能夠解決大部口 口 口 口 口 口 
份我面對的問題。 
22.面對新的處境，我有信心自己能夠應付可能發生的口 口 口 口 口 口 
問題。 
23.就算我嘗試處理一個難題，我覺得自己只在問題的口 口 口 口 口 口 
邊緣徘徊，而沒有真正捉摸到問題的關鍵。 
24.我有時作出草率的決定’而事後後_。 口 口 口 口 口 • 
25.我信任自己解決新問題及困難的能力。 口 口 • • • • 
26.我有一套有系統的方法去比較不同的解決問對策並口 口 口 口 口 口 
作出選取。 
27.面對問題時，我通常不會分析導致眼前困難的外在• 口 口 口 口 口 
環境因素。 
28.面對問題時，我首先會了解實際情況，並考慮一切口 口 口 口 口 口 
有關資料。 
29.面對困難時，有時我的情緒會變得十分激動，以致口 口 口 口 口 口 
無法冷靜地謀求對策。 
30.作出決定後，事情的結果往往是如我所料。 口 口 口 口 口 口 
31.面對困難時，我通常都不肯定自己能否應付。 口 口 口 口 口 口 
32.當察覺到問題出現時，我首先會設法弄淸楚問題的口 口 口 口 口 口 
件晳。 •  i _ ^ � 
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以下是一些描述你個性的句子。請小心閱讀每句，想想每句所說的是否切合你 
自己的看法，然後用� Z �選出最適合你的答案。 
非 
常 非 
^ ^ m — f 
司 同 意 同 同 
~^ zstEl 目 ^rV. r^V-. 
> Q i ^ ^LiaN , y I _ t J l ^ \ J l ^ � 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
1.我不是一個充滿煩惱的人。 口 口 口 口 口 
2.我很多時感到自己不如別人。 口 口 口 口 口 
3.當我處於極大壓力，我有時會感到好像精神崩潰似 口 口 口 口 口 
的。 
4.我很少感到寂寞或憂鬱。 口 口 • 口 • 
5.我經常感到緊張和心神不定。 口 口 口 • 口 
6 .有時我感到自己一錢不値。 口 口 口 口 口 
7.我甚少感到恐懼及焦慮。 口 口 口 口 口 
8.我很多時會因他人對待我的方式而感到憤怒。 口 口 口 口 口 
9.很多時當事情不對勁時，我會感到挫敗及想放棄。口 口 口 口 口 
10.我很少感到憂鬱及沮喪。 口 口 口 口 口 
11.我很多時感到無助，並希望有人能解決我的問題° 口 口 口 口 口 
問卷完。多謝合作！ 
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